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TRI P REPORT
1. Background: The Review of MCWP 4-11.5, al so designated NW
4-04.5 is overdue, therefore a working group was called by the
Navy Warfare Devel opnent Command and the Navy Facilities Conmand.
MCCDC is the manager for the Warfighting Publication however MCES
is the advocate for engineer doctrine therefore; | was present as
the Marine Corps representative. The goal of the working group
during this initial conference was to devel op an acceptabl e
tineline for the review of the publication.

2. Points of Contact: Naval Warfare Doctrine Center sponsored
t he working group and a list of contacts is shown bel ow (Fi gure
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3. General Synopsis:

a. The conference started on 9 Aug 04 but due to ny
receiving late notice of the working group, | traveled on that
day. The working group concentrated their efforts during day one
on the review of other Navy Warfighting Publications that
related to the Seabees but did not need Marine Corps
representation
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b. Day 2, 10 Aug 04 consisted of the introduction
bri efings and gui dance which transitioned into the working group
for the remainder of the day. The working group decided to
address the contentious issues of the MCWP/NWP first. These
i ssues were discussed and are addressed in Section 4 of this
report.

c. Day 3, 11 Aug consisted of the working group begi nning
t he task of review ng each section and paragraph of the MCWP/ NWP
in order to update information to ensure that it natches other
current MOCWP and NWP. Each paragraph was reviewed and
responsi bility was assigned for each section as it applied to the
Seabee or Marine Corps Engi neer Community.

d. Day 4, 12 Aug 04, began with all working group nenbers
present to devel op an acceptable and realistic tineline for the
rewite of the MCWP/ NWP. Consideration was given to the
magni t ude of changes since the publication had not been updated
for many years. Due considerations was also given to the fact
that nore tine was needed by each conmmunity to deal with and
agree on the contentious issues. The tineline (Figure 2) was
agreed upon and the working group agreed to neet again the week
of 6 Dec 04 in accordance with the tineline. The afternoon and
evening was al so travel period for me to return to MCES.

Milestones NWP 4-04 NWP 4-04.2 NWP 4-04.4
CBs Ashore Component sup
ops
Working Draft A 14 FEB 05 5 OCT 04 5 OCT 04
W Draft A review 28 FEB 05 6 DEC 04 6 DEC 04
Working Draft B 10 DEC 04 10 DEC 04

PUBLISH 2 SEPTEMBER 2005
Working Group Draft A = Wirking group content and concepts- NCF perspective (internal
to working group only)

Working Group Draft B = Wirking group consensus (internal to Wirking G oup only)

Once Wrking G oup reaches consensus on Draft B, Wbrking Draft B becomes the 1st Draft
for external review

1% Draft = IAW NWDC procedures

Figure 2

e. Day 5, 13 Aug 04 was a day set aside for the working group to
conti nue work on Seabee specific doctrine that did not require
Mari ne Corps representation.

4, Key Events/Di scussion Points: The group agreed that the two
| argest issues that needed to be addressed were: The MEF Engi neer
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Goup (MEG and the Navy Construction Force (NCF) as a Mjor
Subordi nate Conmand (MSC) within the MEF. The Navy presented its
idea for the structure of the MEG (Figure 3) and stated that the
Navy’'s view is that the MEG should be a standi ng organi zati on and
that it will be structured differently to match the structure of
the MAGTF that it is supporting. The Navy further stated that
their viewis that the NCF should remain an MSC as is currently
outlined in the MOWP/ NWP. The Navy al so highlighted the fact

t hat under the current structure, the NCF does not have the staff
to manage itself as a MSC of Reginental or Battalion size. This
| ack of staffing structure is the primary argunment presented for
the need of a MEG | then presented the Marine Corps view of the
contentious issues. The Marine Corps viewis that the MEG does
not need to be and should not be a standing organi zation. The
Marine Corps naintains that there is a necessity of a MEG for a

| arge MAGTF but that the MEG should be stood up only when needed.
Further, the Marine Corps’ viewis that the MEG should be
“war pl an specific”, tailored, and task organi zed to neet the
needs of the MAGIF that it supports. The Marine Corps al so

mai ntai ns that the MEG should be commanded by a Marine O ficer.
The view taken by the Marine Corps in reference to the NCF as a
MSC is that the doctrine need not change provided the NCF has the
structure in place to manage itself as a MSC. Further, should
the NCF not have the conmand structure in place to do so, then
the NCF should fall under a Marine Command such as FSSG  This
command rel ati onship should also be clearly defined in the

MCWP/ NWP.  The contentious issues are not resolved but both sides
agreed to the utility of the MEGin contingencies calling for a

| arge NCF. Both sides also agreed on the issue of the NCF as an
MSC as currently in doctrine provided the NCF has the staff
structure in place to neet the managenent needs of the NCF as a
VBC.
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5. Action lItens/ Remarks: Action Itens for the MAGIF
Integration O ficer are according to the schedul e and m | estones
(Figure 2) above. The MAGIF Integration Oficer as well as
representatives fromthroughout the MAGIF need to maintain
involvenent in the rewite to ensure that the doctrine
appropriately addresses all facets of Seabee Operations in the
MAGTF.

6. Point of Contact: For further information, contact Mjor
Dani el H Dubbs at DSN 750-7890 or comrercial (910) 450-7890, or
emai | Pdubbsdh@ ej eune. usntc. m ||

D. H. Dubbs
Maj or usmc
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